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Executive Summary 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) assesses the environmental impacts associated with the 
Nacimiento Water Project (NWP). San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (SLOFCWCD) is the Applicant. 

The location of the proposed project Treated and Raw Water Options are shown in Figures ES-1 
and ES-2.  

This EIR is an informational document that is being used by the general public and governmental 
agencies to review and evaluate the two proposed project options. The reader should not rely 
exclusively on the Executive Summary as the sole basis for judgment of the proposed project and 
alternatives. This EIR should be consulted for information about the environmental effects and 
associated mitigation measures. The remainder of the Executive Summary consists of the 
following sections: 

• An introduction, which discuss the various governmental agencies that participated in 
preparation of this EIR; 

• A brief description of the proposed project; 

• A brief description of the alternatives evaluated throughout this EIR; 

• A discussion of how the environmental setting (i.e., baseline) was established for the 
proposed project; 

• A summary of key impacts for the project and the alternatives; and 

• A discussion of the environmentally superior alternative. 

A set of Impact Summary Tables is provided at the end of the Executive Summary. These tables 
summarize the impacts and mitigation measures for the project, alternatives, and cumulative 
projects. The impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in detail in Section 5.0 of the EIR. 

A. Introduction 

The purpose of the Executive Summary and Impact Summary Tables is to provide the reader 
with a brief overview of the proposed project, the anticipated environmental effects, and the 
potential mitigation measures that could reduce the severity of the impacts associated with the 
project.  

This EIR was prepared in accordance with State and San Luis Obispo County (SLO County) 
administrative guidelines established to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines, SLO County (Department of Planning and 
Building), as the Lead Agency, prepared a Scoping Document for the proposed project and 
solicited comments through distribution of a Notice of Preparation (NOP). 
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Figure ES-1 Location of Proposed Project – Treated Water Option 
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Figure ES-2 Location of Proposed Project – Raw Water Option 
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The Scoping Document and comments received in response to the NOP were used to help direct 
the scope of the analysis and the technical studies in this EIR. A copy of the Scoping Document 
and the comments received can be found in Appendix F. 

A number of Federal, State and local governmental agencies require an environmental analysis 
of the proposed project consistent with the requirements of CEQA in order to act on the project. 
These agencies include SLO County, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and 
the SLO County Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD). The document has also been 
prepared to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which 
should assist the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) in the decision making for the Camp Roberts 
lands and with issuing Section 404 permits (Clean Water Act). 

B. Proposed Project 

The proposed NWP includes two co-equal water delivery options that were evaluated and 
compared equally throughout the EIR: a Treated Water Option and a Raw Water Option. The 
proposed project is in response to SLO County’s need for future water supplies and to 
supplement existing groundwater sources. The proposed project would potentially supply up to 
16,2001 acre feet per year (afy) of water to augment the existing water supplies in various 
communities within SLO County. 

The main objective of the proposed project is to provide a reliable supplemental water source for 
a variety of uses within SLO County by supplementing the local ground and surface water 
supplies with a new surface water source. The objective is also to increase reliability of water 
deliveries, to improve water quality and to lessen the extent of future ground water pumping to 
existing residents and provide sufficient supplies to support planning objectives in various 
communities of SLO County. The objective of the proposed project is, therefore, to ensure better 
management of water resources throughout the County. 

The SLO County Flood Control and Water Conservation District has a 17,500 afy entitlement 
from Lake Nacimiento per agreement executed in 1959 with Monterey County. Of this 17,500 
afy, 16,200 afy is slated for this project and the remaining 1,300 afy is being reserved for local 
lakeside use. 

Fifteen (15) purveyors submitted their requests for Lake Nacimiento water. Of the 16,200 afy 
available for the project, 13,575 afy is being requested; the remaining 2,625 afy is considered a 
County-owned contingency capacity. Table ES.1 shows each purveyor allocation request and 
requested peaking factor (percent of extra project capacity requested by the purveyor).  

The proposed project includes two co-equal water delivery options that were evaluated and 
compared throughout this EIR: Treated Water Option and Raw Water Option. Both options 
include construction of the water intake at Lake Nacimiento, water storage tanks, pump stations 
and a 64-mile water transmission pipeline. The differences between the options are that the Raw 
Water Option includes construction and operation of three water discharge facilities. 

                                                 
1 One acre foot equals 325,853 gallons. 
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Table ES.1 Tentative Nacimiento Water Project Allocations 

Allocation Peaking Factor Flow Rate  
Water Purveyor afy % * mgd cfs 

San Miguel CSD 610 10 0.60 0.93 
Paso Robles City 4,000 30 4.64 7.18 
Templeton CSD 250 30 0.29 0.45 
Atascadero MWC 3,000 30 3.48 5.38 
Santa Margarita Ranch 200 10 0.20 0.30 
CSA 23–Santa Margarita  100 30 0.12 0.19 
San Luis Obispo City 3,380 10 3.32 5.14 
Camp San Luis Obispo 200 10 0.20 0.30 
San Luis CUSD–Morro Bay 55 10 0.05 0.08 
CSA 10A Cayucos 80 10 0.08 0.12 
Lewis Pollard Trust–Cayucos 50 10 0.05 0.08 
Morro Rock MWC–Cayucos 30 10 0.03 0.05 
CSA 22–Airport Area 890 10 0.87 1.35 
Fiero Lane WC–Airport Area  30 10 0.03 0.05 
Edna Valley MWC–Airport Area 700 10 0.69 1.06 
  Subtotal 13,575  15.25 23.59 
SLO County (Contingency) 2,625 10 2.57 3.98 
Pipeline Total 16,200  17.82 27.57 
     
Reserved for Lakeside use 1,300 NA NA NA 

Total Allocation 17,500    
Note: * Peaking factor is the percent of extra capacity requested by the purveyors to allow short term flows higher than the 
average of their yearly allocation. For the purveyors that requested no peaking, 10% has been added to allow for system 
downtime. 

afy =acre feet per year; mgd=million gallons per day; cfs=cubic feet per second; MWC=Mutual Water Company; 
CSD=Community Services District; CSA=County Service Area; SLO=San Luis Obispo; WC=Water Company;  
NA=Not Applicable 

Source: Carollo Engineers, EIR Preparation Phase Engineering Report, April 2002. 

 
Construction and operation of these water discharge facilities would be the responsibility of the 
purveyors benefiting from the water (Paso Robles, Templeton, and Atascadero). The Treated 
Water Option also includes construction and operation of a central Water Treatment Plant near 
Lake Nacimiento on Camp Roberts’ property. 

The various parts of the two proposed options are summarized in Table ES.2. The detailed 
descriptions of the two proposed options are given in Section 2.0 of the EIR. 

C. Description of Project Alternatives 

Alternatives to the proposed project have been developed as per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6. This document has used an alternative screening analysis to limit the number of 
alternatives evaluated in detail throughout this EIR. The use of an alternative screening analysis 
provides the detailed explanation of why some of the alternatives were rejected for further 
analysis, and assures that only potentially environmentally preferred alternatives are evaluated 
and compared in the EIR. The following are alternatives selected as part of the screening 
analysis. 
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Table ES.2 Project Components as Related to the Two Proposed Options 

Component Option Responsibility Comments 
Lake Nacimiento Intake 
Structure 

Both SLO County Reservoir Intake is part of both 
project options 

Intake Pump Station Both SLO County Intake PS is part of both project 
options 

WTP Storage Tanks Facility Both SLO County  
Nacimiento WTP Treated Water SLO County  
WTP Pump Station Both SLO County In Treated Water Option this PS is 

part of Nacimiento WTP 
Pipeline Both SLO County Pipeline route differs slightly 

depending on the proposed option  
Rocky Canyon Storage Tank  Both SLO County  
Happy Valley PS Both SLO County  
Three Water Discharge Areas Raw Water local Water Purveyors  
Cuesta Tunnel Storage Tank Both SLO County  
local WTPs Raw Water local Water Purveyors Not part of the proposed project 
Note: PS=pump station; WTP=Water Treatment Plant. 

No Project Alternative 
CEQA requires that the specific alternative of the “No Project” be evaluated along with its 
impacts as part of the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)). NEPA Section §1502.14 also 
requires a No Action Alternative.  

The No Project Alternative describes a water supply situation that acknowledges the Board of 
Supervisors’ decisions related to obtaining supplemental water from the State Water Project 
(SWP). However, it does not include assumptions that supplemental water supply projects will 
be developed when projects are either unfunded, unscheduled, or have not undergone 
environmental review.  

Under the No Project Alternative, each project participant would need to evaluate their specific 
water supply needs and available alternatives, which in many cases are quite divergent amongst 
the participants. Beyond the continuing over reliance on groundwater resources, it would be 
speculative to undertake an evaluation of what alternative each participant would pursue in the 
absence of the NWP. Each of the projects discussed in Section 3.0 of the EIR (Alternatives) 
could serve, at least partially, as an alternative to the proposed project, especially for some 
project participants, and have been evaluated on their own merit instead of as part of the No 
Project Alternative. 

With no action, groundwater overdraft in some portions of San Luis Obispo County is expected 
to continue to increase, resulting in lowered groundwater levels, deteriorating water quality, 
potential aquifer subsidence and damage, and increased pumping costs, and increased 
competition between agricultural interests and domestic users. Supply shortages during drought 
periods could occur in some communities. 

NWP 1997 EIR Alternative 
This alternative was the subject of a previous NWP EIR in 1997 and has been thoroughly 
evaluated under CEQA. The alternative is designed to take place in two timeframes. The first 
phase of the NWP 1997 EIR Alternative would include the construction and operation of an 
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intake and pump station at Lake Nacimiento; a construction corridor of approximately 66 miles 
for water pipelines, two storage tanks and three pump stations; development of water discharge 
facilities north of the Cuesta Grade; upgrading an existing WTP at the CMC south of the Cuesta 
Grade; and a limited number of water exchange agreements. The second phase of the project 
would take place 5–10 years after Phase I. It would include construction of a WTP for Paso 
Robles, Templeton, and Atascadero; in addition, one or two WTPs would be constructed at the 
same site to serve both Santa Margarita purveyors. 

Phased Treated and Raw Water Alternative 
Similar to the NWP 1997 EIR Alternative, this alternative would be constructed in a phased 
approach, starting out as a raw water project, and upon completion, would be a treated water 
project. This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen many of the impacts associated 
with the proposed project, but would spread many of the impacts out over a longer period of 
time. In addition, seasonally sensitive impacts could be avoided by scheduling construction 
activities during periods when impacts could be avoided or minimized, such as sensitive species 
breeding periods, or during rainy periods when erosion and sedimentation impacts would be 
greatest. 

D. Environmental Setting (i.e., Baseline) Determination 

The baseline should normally be the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the 
project, as they exist at the time the NOP is published (CEQA Guideline Section 15125). As 
such, current regional water supply and usage figures from the project area were utilized. While 
water use remains fairly constant, regional water supplies vary widely from year to year. To 
address the variability in local water supplies, sustainable yields were also evaluated for each 
groundwater basin. 

E. Impacts of the Proposed Projects and Alternatives 

In the Impact Summary Tables and throughout this EIR, impacts of the proposed project, 
alternatives, and the cumulative effects have been classified using the categories Class I, II, III, 
and IV as described below.  

• Class I – Significant adverse impacts that are unavoidable, 

• Class II – Not significant with mitigation impacts, 

• Class III – Adverse but not significant impacts, and 

• Class IV – Beneficial impacts 

The term “significance” is used in these tables and throughout this EIR to characterize the 
magnitude of the projected impact. For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact is a 
substantial or potentially substantial change to resources in the local project area or the area 
adjacent to the project in comparison to the thresholds of significance established for the 
resource or issue area. These thresholds of significance are discussed by issue area in 
Section 5.0. 
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To the extent feasible, distinctions are also made between local and regional significance and 
short- versus long-term duration. These levels of characterization are shown, along with 
mitigation measures for each impact, in the Impact Summary Tables, which is located directly 
after this Executive Summary. 

• Short-term impacts – Impacts that would only be present during construction of the proposed 
project and would cease after or shortly after (within 6 months) construction of all phases is 
completed. 

• Long-term impacts – Impacts that may or may not start with the start of construction, 
however will continue after construction is completed for longer than 6 months. 

The remainder of this section provides a brief discussion of the Class I impacts identified for the 
proposed project as well as the alternatives.  A detailed listing of the impacts can be found in the 
Impact Summary Tables. 

E.1 Significant Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project 

Numerous potentially significant impacts were identified for the proposed project, most of which 
could be mitigated to a level considered less than significant (Class II). Two significant (Class I) 
impacts were identified for the proposed project, both the Treated and Raw Water Options, and 
are summarized below. Significant (Class I) impacts are associated, in general, with two aspects 
of the proposed project: the significant air pollutant emissions in the region that would occur 
during construction and growth induced by availability of additional water in the region, which 
are summarized as follows: 

• Air Quality 

AQ.1   Construction activities would generate air emissions that would impact air quality 
in the area. Air pollutant emissions during pipeline and facility construction 
would exceed the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District’s 
significance thresholds, even after implementation of all feasible mitigations. This 
impact would only last during the construction of the project, with air quality 
impacts during project operations being less than significant. 

• Growth 

G.1 Countywide, the growth inducing impacts of accepting supplemental water 
supplies from the NWP could be considered significant, adverse and unavoidable. 
However, locally impacts could vary depending on how project supplies are used 
by each project participant. 

Several less-than-significant impacts were also identified for the Raw and Treated Water Options 
of the Proposed Project. Again, most of these impacts were identical for both options. While 
these impacts are considered less than significant, they represent the only differences between 
the two options that can be used to evaluate advantages or disadvantages of each option. 
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E.2 Significant Impacts Associated with Alternatives 

This section provides a summary of the significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts associated 
with the alternatives to the proposed project and compares them to those that were identified for 
the proposed project. 

No Project Alternative  
Under the No Project Alternative, all of the proposed project significant (Class I) impacts would 
be eliminated since there would be no construction of the project facilities and water use and 
distribution would not differ substantially from current conditions. The water purveyors that 
applied for the Lake Nacimiento water would need to search for other sources of water or rely on 
the existing sources currently available to them. 

NWP 1997 EIR Alternative  
The significant (Class I) impacts associated with the proposed project would occur under this 
alternative as well. In addition, several other significant impacts were identified: 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

− WQ.10 – For the 1997 EIR Project south side intake location and design, there would be 
an increased potential for turbidity in discharges from the MCWRA power plant during 
NWP intake construction. Under the 1997 EIR preferred alternative, the intake was 
proposed to be tunneled from the south side of the dam, as opposed to the Proposed 
Project north side tunneling plan. In addition, the lowest level inlet was positioned at 660 
feet elevation (10 feet below the current plan) and included a dredged channel leading 
into the inlet. This would result in an increased potential for turbidity in discharges from 
the MCWRA power plant during NWP intake construction. 

• Noise 

− N.1 – Construction noise would temporarily increase ambient daytime noise levels along 
the pipeline route and near the pump station and WTP sites. Short term sound levels 
would exceed acceptable levels at nearby sensitive receptors during construction of 
project facilities. 

• Transportation/Circulation 

− T.2 – Pipeline construction would require partial road closures and reduce the number of 
travel lanes during peak traffic periods for roadways with an LOS of D or worse, 
resulting in a disruption of traffic flow and/or traffic congestion. This impact would be 
more severe than in the proposed project due to the proposed route, and especially along 
Nacimiento Lake Drive. 

− T.3 – Partial street closures would temporarily restrict access to and from private property 
and adjacent land uses. Limited route alternatives along Nacimiento Lake Drive would 
result in substantial delays and impede access to private property. 

− T.8 – A pipeline failure could disrupt traffic during repairs. A failure along Nacimiento 
Lake Drive would result in substantial traffic delays, with no suitable alternative route 
available. 
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• Aesthetics/Visual Resources 

− VR.2 – Visual impacts due to long-term presence of the pump station and water intake 
structures at Nacimiento Dam adjacent to Nacimiento Lake Drive and Lake Nacimiento 
Resort. 

Phased Treated and Raw Water Alternative 
Since this alternative is a combination of the co-equal project options of a Raw or Treated Water 
Project, the same significant (Class I) impacts associated with the proposed project would occur 
under this alternative. These impacts include: 

• Air Quality 

AQ.1 – Construction activities would generate air emissions that would impact air quality in 
the area. Air pollutant emissions during pipeline and facility construction would 
exceed the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District’s significance 
threshold, even after implementation of all feasible mitigation. This impact would 
only last during the construction of the project, with air quality impacts during 
project operations being less than significant.  

• Growth 

G.1 Countywide, the growth inducing impacts of accepting supplemental water 
supplies from the NWP could be considered significant, adverse and unavoidable. 
However, locally impacts could vary depending on how project supplies are used 
by each project participant. 

F. Mitigation Measures 

An extensive number of mitigation measures have been developed for a number of the impacts 
identified for the proposed project and alternatives. A comprehensive listing of the mitigation 
measures are listed in the Impact Summary Tables at the end of this section. In many cases, 
successful implementation of these measures is required to avoid potentially significant impacts 
to the environment. In some cases, mitigation measures have been proposed for Class III impacts 
to further reduce severity of these impacts. While these impacts did not exceed the significance 
criteria, it has been determined that additional mitigation was available and warranted to 
minimize potential impacts to the maximum extent feasible. Should the Lead Agency decline 
implementation of several key mitigation measures, many of the Class II impacts identified in 
the EIR would be considered Significant Class I impacts under CEQA, thus requiring a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations from the Lead Agency. 

G. Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Based on an evaluation of feasible alternatives, the environmentally superior alternative is 
identified as required by CEQA. Alternatives evaluated included: 

• Proposed Project – Treated Water Option 

• Proposed Project – Raw Water Option 
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• No Project Alternative 

• NWP 1997 EIR Alternative 

• Phased Treated and Raw Water Alternative 

Based on the evaluation of alternatives in Section 6.0, the No Project Alternative was clearly 
found to be the environmentally superior alternative. This alternative would eliminate all of the 
Class I impacts associated with the proposed project. However, with no action, groundwater 
overdraft in some portions of San Luis Obispo County is expected to continue to increase, 
resulting in lowered groundwater levels, deteriorating water quality, potential aquifer subsidence 
and damage, and increased pumping costs, and increased competition between agricultural 
interests and domestic users. Supply shortages during drought periods could occur in some 
communities. 

The No Project Alternative would also not meet the Applicant’s objectives of the project, which 
is to provide a reliable supplemental water source for a variety of uses within SLO County by 
supplementing the local ground and surface water supplies with a new surface water source. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) states “If the environmentally superior alternative is the 
no project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among 
the other alternatives.” The proposed project with mitigation would be the next environmentally 
superior alternative. The EIR includes an analysis of the No Project Alternative, as required by 
CEQA and NEPA guidelines. However, pursuant to the requirements of NEPA Section 
§1502.14, the No Project Alternative may not be legally feasible to be identified as the federal 
agency’s preferred alternative. 

The Environmentally Superior Alternative was selected based on the CEQA requirement to 
identify an environmentally superior alternative from the remaining alternatives. This selection 
was based, in part, on avoidance of Significant Class I Impacts, and to a lesser extent on 
avoidance of potentially significant impacts that can be mitigated to a level of insignificance.  

The Proposed Project Treated and Raw Water Options are clearly superior to the NWP 1997 EIR 
Preferred Alternative due to the avoidance of several Significant Class I Impacts. Distinguishing 
the differences between the Proposed Project Treated and Raw Water Options was much more 
subtle. Both options would result in the same impacts that have been identified as significant and 
for which adequate mitigation has not been identified. Therefore, the identification of a superior 
alternative needs to be based on an evaluation of the unique less-than-significant impacts 
identified for each option. In the area of biological resources, the Treated Water Option would 
avoid impacts to riparian habitat associated with the Raw Water Option discharge facilities, 
although this impact was completely mitigated under the Raw Water Option. The Raw Water 
Option would substantially lessen impacts associated with the spill of chlorinated water in the 
event of a pipeline failure. The main differentiating factors between the two options are in the 
areas of biological resources, air quality and hazardous materials, where the Raw Water Option 
is superior to the Treated Water Option, while still enhancing the project goals of improving 
water quality in the area. Therefore, the Raw Water Option is considered environmentally 
superior to the Treated Water Option. 

Finally, the Phased Raw/Treated Water Alternative would result in all of the impacts that are 
unique to the Treated or Raw Water Options, thus combining the less desirable aspects of each 



Executive Summary 

December 2003 ES-12 Final EIR
 

option. Therefore, the Raw Water Option would also be environmentally superior to a Phased 
Raw/Treated Water Alternative. 

Based on the CEQA requirement to identify an environmentally superior alternative from the 
remaining alternatives, the Proposed Project Raw Water Option was identified as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. The Proposed Project Raw Water Option was also 
identified as the NEPA Preferred Alternative, as well as the Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) under the Department of the Army, Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act, permit requirements. 

H. Growth Inducement 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 (g) states that an EIR must discuss the ways in which the 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment, using a reasonable worst 
case analysis. It specifically states that projects which would remove obstacles to population 
growth (such as bringing supplemental water supplies to an area), may “further tax” other 
existing community service facilities, and this impact must be addressed. Removing what was 
previously a constraint to development, by supplying supplemental water, could also affect the 
expected rate of growth in a community, unless adopted growth management policies exist to 
regulate the amount of development. 

The analysis in the EIR makes the following assumptions: 

1 The NWP, by supplying supplemental water, would remove an obstacle to growth, and lead 
to increased growth in SLO County communities and cities; 

2 Growth in any area cannot be assumed to be beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance 
to the environment [CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15126(g)]. 

3 Growth inducement is an indirect project impact, which has secondary effects that could be 
significant; 

4 It is recognized that roads, schools, air quality, water, sewer systems, and other resources in 
SLO County have become overtaxed. These resources could be impacted by growth resulting 
from the proposed project and would be considered secondary impacts. 

CEQA Guidelines indicate that it is reasonable to conclude that if, as a result of a project, water 
is removed as a constraint to growth in a community, the project can be considered growth-
inducing. Based on the EIR analysis of growth restraints in the County, growth inducement 
impacts associated with the proposed project would be considered significant and unavoidable. 
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